REMARKS 

Claims 1-30 are pending in the application. Claims 1, 11, 19 and 25 are independent. By 
the foregoing Amendment, claims 1, 11, 19, and 25 have been amended. These changes are 
believed to introduce no new matter and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Rejection of Claims 1, 7-9, 11. and 17-18 Under 35 U.S.C. $ 103(a) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 1, 7-9, 1 1, and 17-18 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being obvious over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/002483 1 to Yang et al. 
(hereinafter "Yang") in view of "IPMI - Intelligent Platform Management Bus Communications 
Protocol Specification vl.0, November 15, 1999" (hereinafter "IPMI"). Applicants respectfully 
traverse the rejection. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the Examiner must show that the cited 
references teach each and every element of the claimed invention. (MPEP §2143.) citing In re 
Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991)). A patent composed of several 
elements is not proven obvious merely by demonstrating that each of its elements was 
independently known in the prior art. KSR Int'l C. v. Teleflex, Inc., No 04-1350 (U.S. Apr. 30, 
2007). If a combination or modification to a reference is used, an Examiner must show that there 
is some expectation of success that the combination or modification proffered would predictably 
result in the claimed invention. Obviousness is a question of law based on underlying factual 
inquiries. The factual inquiries enunciated by the U.S. Supreme Court in KSR include the 
Graham factors of determining the scope and content of the prior art, ascertaining the differences 
between the claimed invention and the prior art, and resolving the level of ordinary skill in the 
pertinent art. 

Once the Graham factual inquiries are resolved, the Examiner must explain why the 
difference(s) between the cited references and the claimed invention would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art. The rationale used must be a permissible rationale. The USPTO 
promulgated Examination Guidelines for Determining Obviousness in View of KSR in the 
Federal Register, Vol.72, No. 195 (October 10, 2007). These KSR Guidelines enumerate 
permissible rationales and the findings of fact that must be made under the particular rationale. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that Yang in view of IPMI fails to teach each and every 
element in claims 1 and 11. Independent claims 1 and 11 recite in pertinent part "using a 
software proxy layer in a firmware unit to emulate a baseboard management controller and to 
interact with a management module of the blade server during the management mode of 
operation to manage operation of the processing blade" (emphasis added). Support for these 
changes can be found in Applicants' Specification at paragraph [0022] according to at least one 
embodiment of the claimed invention. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner states that Yang teaches activating a management 
mode of operation of a processor on a processing blade, the processing blade included within a 
blade server; interacting with a management module of the blade server during the management 
mode of operation to manage operation of the processing blade; and deactivating the 
management mode of operation of the processor. The Examiner concedes that Yang fails to 
disclose a firmware unit, but asserts that firmware units are well know and cites IPMI for 
support. The Examiner then combines Yang and IPMI stating that one would do so to provide 
embedded server management functions. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Yang in view of IPMI fails to teach "using a software 
proxy layer in a firmware unit to emulate a baseboard management controller" as recited in 
claims 1 and/or 1 1 . Because Yang in view of IPMI fails to teach at least these elements of 
claims 1 and/or 11, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1 and/or 11 are patentable over 
Yang in view of IPMI. Claims 7-9 properly depend from claim 1 and are thus patentable for at 
least the same reasons that claim 1 is patentable. Claims 17-18 properly depend from claim 11 
and are thus patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 1 1 is patentable. (MPEP 
§2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and remove the rejection to 
claims 1,7-9, 11, and 17-18. 
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Rejection of Claim 19 Under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious over U.S. Patent No. 6,931,475 to Huang et al. (hereinafter "Huang") in view of 1PMI. 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Huang in view of IPMI fails to teach each and every 
element in claim 19. Independent claim 19 recites in pertinent part "a firmware unit 
communicatively coupled to the processor and having stored therein a virtual management 
controller ("VMC"), the processor to execute the VMC, the VMC to emulate a baseboard 
management controller and to communicate with the CMM during a management mode of 
operation of the processor to coordinate operation of the processing blade with the CMM" 
(emphasis added). Support for these changes can be found in Applicants' Specification at 
paragraph [0022] according to at least one embodiment of the claimed invention. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner states that Huang teaches a processing blade, 
comprising: a processor to execute instructions, a communication link communicatively coupled 
to the processor, the communication link to communicatively couple to a chassis management 
module of a blade server, a firmware unit communicatively coupled to the processor and having 
stored therein a virtual management controller, and a processor to execute the VMC to 
communicate with the CMM during a management mode of operation of the processor to 
coordinate operation of the processing blade with the CMM. The Examiner asserts that because 
a KVM switch that is connected to the select button of the processor of the blade server has 
embedded implementations to control each server blade, and that because firmware is defined as 
software embedded into a hardware device and Applicants defined a VMC as a software entity 
used to communicate with a CMM, and because the KVM switch in Huang is integrated with 
each blade server to monitor and control the system and that each switch is coupled with the 
circuits on a chassis to provide for the transmission of signals to the management board, which 
manages the sockets of each chassis, that Huang reads on claim 19. The Examiner concedes that 
Huang fails to disclose a firmware unit, but asserts that firmware units are well know and cites 
IPMI for support. The Examiner then combines Huang and IPMI stating that one would do so to 
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provide embedded server management functions that could be easily upgraded. Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Huang in view of IPMI fails to teach "using a 
software proxy layer in a firmware unit to emulate a baseboard management controller" as recited 
in claim 19. Because Huang in view of IPMI fails to teach at least these elements of claim 19, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 19 is patentable over Huang in view of IPMI. 

Rejection of Claim 25 Under 35 U.S.C. SI 02(e) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claim 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0268157 to Dake etal. (hereinafter "Dake"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. Applicants respectfully assume that the Examiner 
intended the rejection to be an obviousness rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) because the gist of 
the Examiner's arguments point to combining Dake and IPMI to render claim 25 obvious. 
Applicants will address the rejection accordingly. 

Independent claim 25 recites in pertinent part "a flash memory unit communicatively 
coupled to the processor and having stored therein a virtual management controller ("VMC"), the 
processor to execute the VMC, the VMC to emulate a baseboard management controller to 
communicate with the CMM during a management mode of operation of the processor to 
coordinate operation of each of the plurality of processing blades with the CMM" (emphasis 
added). Support for these changes can be found in Applicants' Specification at paragraph [0022] 
according to at least one embodiment of the claimed invention. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner states that Dake teaches among other things a flash 
memory unit communicatively coupled to a processor and having stored therein a virtual 
management controller (citing paragraph [0022]) because a flash memory can be used as a 
nonvolatile storage for the processor connected to each blade and flash device stores the 
management module that is used to control resources of each blade server (citing paragraph 
[0019]). Applicants respectfully disagree. 
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In paragraph [0019], Dake states that the management module 120 in is "typically 
implemented with a management module service processor." In paragraph [0022], Dake states 
that the management module 120 maintains the information in the power state table 140 in non- 
volatile memory, such as flash memory. Nowhere does Dake disclose "a flash memory unit 
communicatively coupled to the processor and having stored therein a virtual management 
controller ("VMC") to emulate a baseboard management controller" as recited in claim 25. To 
the contrary, the management module service processor in Dake appears to be hardware rather 
than a software proxy layer. 

The Examiner concedes that Dake fails to disclose a flash memory unit, but asserts that 
flash memory units are well known and cites IPMI for support. The Examiner then combines 
Dake and IPMI stating that one would do so to provide embedded server management functions 
that could be easily upgraded. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Dake in view of IPMI fails to teach "the VMC to 
emulate a baseboard management controller" as recited in claim 25. Because Dake in view of 
IPMI fails to teach at least these elements of claim 25, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claim 25 is patentable over Dake in view of IPMI. 

Rejection of Claims 2-6. 10, 12-16. 20-24, and 26-30 Under 35 U.S.C. SI 03(a) 
In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 2-6, 10, 12-16, 20-24, and 26-30 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over various combinations of Yang, IPMI, Barr, U.S. Patent 
Publication No. US 2003/0188222 to Abbondanzio et al. (hereinafter "Abbondanzio /"), U.S. 
Patent Publication No. US 2003/0105904 to Abbondanzio et al. (hereinafter "Abbondanzio IF), 
and U.S. Patent Publication No. US 2002/0016868 to Peacock (hereinafter "Peacock"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

Claims 2-6 and 10 properly depend from claim 1 and are thus patentable for at least the 
same reasons that claim 1 is patentable. Claims 12-16 properly depend from claim 11 and are 
thus patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 1 1 is patentable. Claims 20-24 properly 
depend from claim 19 and are thus patentable for at least the same reasons that claim 19 is 
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patentable. Claims 26-30 properly depend from claim 25 and are thus patentable for at least the 
same reasons that claim 25 is patentable. (MPEP §2143.03 (citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)). Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider and remove the rejection to claims 2-6, 10, 12-16, 20-24, and 26-30. 

CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully submit that all grounds for rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot and that the application is now in condition for allowance. The 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned representative if the Examiner believes that an 
interview might be useful for any reason. 



1279 Oakmead Parkway 
Sunnyvale, CA 94085-4040 
(206) 292-8600 



Respectfully submitted, 

ELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 
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